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DECI SI ON
CAFFREY, Chairman: This case is before the Public
Enpl oynent Rel ations Board (PERB or Board) on a request by
Cessaly D. Hutchinson (Hutchinson) that the Board reconsider its

decision in California State Enployees Association (Hutchinson)

(1999) PERB Deci sion No. 1355-S (CSEA (Hutchinson)). In CSEA

(Hut chinson). the Board di sm ssed Hutchinson's unfair practice

charge which alleged that the California State Enpl oyees
Associ ation violated section 3519.5(a) and (b) of the Ralph C
Dills Act (Dills Act)?! by breaching its duty of fair

The Dills Act is codified at Governnent Code section 3512
et seq. Section 3519.5 states, in pertinent part:

It shall be unlawful for an enpl oyee
organi zation to:

(a) Cause or attenpt to cause the state to
vi ol ate Section 3519.

(b) Inpose or threaten to inpose reprisals
on enpl oyees, to discrimnate or threaten to



representation to her and by causing the State of California
(Departnent of Transportation) to term nate her enpl oynent.
DI SCUSSI ON

PERB Regul ation 32410(a)? pernits any party to a decision of
the Board itself, "because of extraordinary circunmstances,” to
request that the Board reconsider its decision. Regulation
32410(a) states, in pertinent part:

The grounds for requesting reconsideration
are limted to clains that: (1) the decision
of the Board itself contains prejudicial
errors of fact, or (2) the party has newy

di scovered evidence which was not previously
avai | abl e and could not have been di scovered
with the exercise of reasonable diligence.

I n considering requests for reconsideration, the Board has
strictly applied the limted grounds described in PERB Regul ati on
32410 to avoid the use of the reconsideration process to
relitigate issues which have al ready been deci ded. (Redwoods

Communi ty_College District (1994) PERB Decision No. 1047a; Madera

County O fice of Education (1999) PERB Decision No. 1334a.)

In her request for reconsideration, Hutchinson does not
claimthat the Board' s decision contains prejudicial error of
fact, or that she has discovered new evidence. Consequently,
Hut chi nson's request for reconsideration fails to denonstrate

grounds sufficient to conply with PERB Regul ati on 32410.

di scri m nate agai nst enpl oyees, or otherw se
tointerfere with, restrain, or coerce

enpl oyees because of their exercise of rights
guaranteed by this chapter.

’PERB regul ations are codified at California Code of
Regul ations, title 8, section 31001 et seq.
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ORDER

The request for reconsideration in California State

Enployees Association (Hutchinson) (1999) PERB Decision

No. 1355-S is hereby DEN ED.

Menbers Dyer and Amador joined in this Decision.



